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AMERICAN 

JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY 

Vol. XXXV, 2. Whole No. 138. 

I.— THE ARCHETYPE OF OUR ILIAD AND THE 

PAPYRI. 

Ludwich estimates in his Beitrage zur homerischen Hand- 
schriftenkunde, Fleckeisens Neue Jahrbb., 27ter Supplement- 
band (1900), pp. 31-81, that there are upwards of 300 MSS 
of the Homeric poems. So little has yet been accomplished 
in their classification that it is necessary to speak with reserve 
about the probability of their descent from a single arche- 
type. Ludwich does not even discuss this problem, presum- 
ably for the reason that he does not consider it possible to 
settle the question at the present time. Allen — to whom we 
are indebted for most of what has been done in this line of 
investigation 1 — answers the question in the affirmative, cf. 
Class. Rev. XIV (1900), p. 386; and Cauer, Grundfragen der 
Homerkritik 2 , p. 42 f ., is inclined to agree with him. I also 
regard this as the most probable explanation of the origin of 
our manuscripts, though I am compelled to reject the bit of 
evidence which Cauer adduces to support it. 

This evidence is the emendation of r 453 in which the vul- 
gate reading is : ov /ilv yap fyikoTtyri y' ixevOavov, d tl<s iBolto for 
which Heyne (or perhaps Bentley) proposed IkcvOov <Lv as a 
correction both of the syntax and the word- formation. If the 
emendation is correct, the question is indeed settled. It is 
impossible to believe that such a mistake was made inde- 

1 The publication of the evidence on which his classification of the 
MSS is based, is greatly to be desired. Until it is done every use 
made of his critical apparatus is an act of faith. 
9 
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pendently in this same line by two or more scribes, and conse- 
quently we must regard our MSS as all descended from the 
manuscript of the copyist who made the blunder of transpos- 
ing these syllables. The importance of the issue depending 
upon it renders the emendation unusually interesting. 

Cauer of course is absolutely certain. Not only has he in- 
troduced this conjecture into a school edition (Ameis-Hentze- 
Cauer, Homers Ilias, Gesang 1-3, Leipzig, 1913; cf. also p. 
143), but in his Grundfragen, loc. cit, he writes with unusual 
warmth : " Wer an einer so schlagenden, die Erklarung in sich 
selbst tragenden Verbesserung zweifeln mag, mit dem kann 
ich nicht streiten ". Nevertheless, it can be shown that had 
ZkcvOov av been the reading of all MSS it would have demanded 
emendation. 

The syntax is in the first place without parallel in Homer, 
cf . Cauer's note " Irreale und potentiate Auffassung des Ver- 
haltnisses zwischen bedingendem und bedingtem Satze sind so 
nur hier bei Homer vermischt ". Still more important is the 
fact that the position of av is thoroughly unhomeric. "Av 
placed after the verb is common enough in Attic Greek, cf. 
SCG., § 460, but there is not a case in Homer. The paral- 
lelism of kIv would be at best a weak support, as the words 
belong to different dialects and might easily be placed in 
different fashion. However, niv is placed after the verb only 
— cf . r 53. 220, A 94, E 273, Z 285, ® 196, O 697, X 253, O 56. 
418, a 228, v 237, <f> 202 — when the verb is the first word of its 
clause. This is not a mere coincidence, it is part of a much 
larger phenomenon, the tendency of enclitic and similar words 
to take the second place 'in the clause, cf. Wackernagel, IF. 1. 
333 ff. Furthermore, av and kcv are words behind which the 
Homeric poets are not inclined to allow a pause. Thus av 
never stands at the close of the line, nor at the cjose of the 
4th foot, and only 6 times — E 85, O 40, P 489, il 566, a 22, <j> 
329 — before the caesura of the 3d foot. Likewise kIv is never 
used at the close of the line, rarely at the end of the 4th foot 
—A 137=324, Z 410, 1 57, S Io8 , p io 5, * 280, x 2 53, * 559, 
a 418, P 74, 86, y 80, 8 644, n 33- 333, ' 131. £ 99, P 5H, a 28. 
166, <f> 193, V 47, but more frequently before the caesura of the 
3d foot: A 139, B 12 = 29=66, T 291, A 421, 1 139. 409. 545, K 
44, A 654, M 447, N 127, H 79. 239, O 224, P 144. 260. 622. 629, 
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X 130, * 855, O 154. 183, a 236, y8 168, 8 64. 421. 651, C 285, 
■q 212. 314. 332, t 334, k 269. 383, ix. 446, o 300, ir 153, <r 265, X 
66. 262. Many of these lines are exceptional only in appear- 
ance, that is the diaeresis or caesura in them is not real. To 
show this would lead too far from my main purpose. I will 
note, however, the fact that in only one passage X 253 IAoiju 
kcv, fj Ktv a\oir)v does k€v stand in the fourth foot before a 
mark of punctuation, and it is easy to see the difference be- 
tween this and the proposed : ov filv yap <j>i\6tt]tI y' SticevOov dv, 

U TIS iSoiTO. 

In view of these facts not even the testimony of all the 
MSS could have made ZkcvOov dv acceptable. As for the objec- 
tions to the traditional reading Cauer concedes the possibility 
of the syntax when he says, p. 143, " dass die Partikel av fur 
den Gedanken kaum entbehrt werden kann". I regard the 
sentence as the outcome of the contamination (cf. Oertel, 
Lectures on the Study of Language, p. 172) of two ideas: 
a) they were not concealing him; b) they would not have 
concealed him, supposing one saw him; the first clause of b) 
having been suppressed. Nor are we justified in demanding 
a form iicivOavov after the pattern irevOofiai : irvvOdvo/Jiai, tfreiyo) : 
4>vyydv<o, Tevio/juu : rvyxdvo). Presents in -dv<o with infixed 
nasals are formed only in association with strong aorists, cf . 
Hirt, Handb., 2 § 433 and the aorist KvOeiv was soon lost. It is 
attested only 7 16, while the future Ktv<r<o (12 times ) guarantees 
a sigmatic aorist, actually used o 263. The analogies leading to 
KivOdvoy are not strong, as such verbs generally have, cf. Hirt, 
op. cit., § 434 a second stem in -»/ ; but we may note ipvi«ivo>, 
akvoKavai, l£dvui, hrjOdvw, and conclude that the formation of 
K£v6dv<» was possible, though perhaps not in good taste. The 
only chance for emending the passage which I can see, would 
be on the supposition that Sommer's theory of the admissi- 
bility of a trochee in the 4th foot was correct. We might 
then regard ii<ev6avov as the blending of ZkcvOov and a gloss av. 
That theory, however, seems to me * to lack sufficient proof. 
The objections urged against the verse are such then as to 
reflect upon the ability of its author ; but are insufficient to 
impugn the credibility of the MS tradition. 

l Cf. A. J. P. XXXIV, p. 171, n. where no countenance should have 
been given to Rzach's emendation of Hes. Op. 443 ; Ki being properly 
placed in the MSS, as Professor Wackernagel kindly points out. 
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The argument for a single archetype must rest for the 
present on a broader basis. Fragments of eight papyri (one 
of the Odyssey, the remaining seven of the Iliad), which were 
written before 150 b. c, have now been published. Of these 
one, P. Rylands 49, containing parts of II 484-9, is too small 
for consideration ; the others all contain a text of which we 
can say without hesitation that it is not our Homer. Its 
most striking characteristic is the presence of additional lines 
distributed very unequally throughout the fragments. These 
amount to about 7% of the text, according to the computation 
of the last editor of such fragments, G. A. Gerhard, Ptole- 
maische Homerf ragmente, p. 3, in the Veroffentlichungen aus 
der Heidelberger Papyrus- Sammlung, IV. 1, Heidelberg, 191 1 ; 
while on the other hand about 2% of the verses of the vulgate 
are omitted in these papyri. After the year 1 50 b. c. the situation 
changes completely. Of later papyri we have more than 140 ; 
and of these only two (P. Berl. 9774 of the first century b. c. 
and a Florentine papyrus of the next century, cf . Cauer 2 , p. 
48 ff.) are certainly akin to the Ptolemaic text, while of two 
others (P. Fayum 4, c. 100 b. c, and P. Tebt. 266 of the 
second century a. d.) the same may possibly be true. The 
others all agree in presenting what we must recognize — de- 
spite more or less variations in smaller details — as our vulgate. 

This means (cf. Grenfell and Hunt's introduction to P. 
Hibeh 19) that an edition of Homer, substantially the same 
as the text offered by our mediaeval MSS appeared in Egypt 
shortly before 150 b. c. and succeeded almost at once in mo- 
nopolizing the market. The most probable hypothesis is that 
all our MSS are reproductions of that edition. This prob- 
ability would become a certainty if it could be shown that the 
text then published was a novelty for the rest of the Greek 
world as well as for Egypt. Personally I am inclined to 
believe that such may well have been the case, but the discus- 
sion of the problem requires a fuller collection of evidence 
than what I have now in hand. Wilamowitz-Mollendorff 
wrote in 1889 Herakles, p. 138, "ein buchhandlerisches Be- 
diirf niss neue Homertexte zu schaffen lag auch nicht vor ", but 
the discovery of the Ptolemaic papyri, beginning two years 
later, has proved on the contrary that there did take place in 
Egypt a revolution in the business of publishing Homer. In 
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the same place, Wilamowitz-Mollendorff suggested, only to 
reject, the idea that our vulgate was a 'kleine textausgabe' of 
Aristarchus, and it is possible that this may still prove to be 
the truth, or an approximation to it. 

An interesting result of the discovery of the papyri has 
been the confirmation of a number of emendations. For 
instance, Cauer 2 , p. 27 ft. discusses eight passages in which a 
correction made to avoid neglect of the digamma is corrobo- 
rated by a papyrus. Quite on a line with these is Robert's 
treatment of a passage in the fifth book of the Iliad, which 
has not received the recognition that it deserves. In our vul- 
gate we find : 

E 796 ISpios yap pup ireipep iiirb Tr\arios TeXa/uwpos 
aoirlSos eiiKVK\ov' 

which in 1901, when Robert wrote, was the reading of all our 
authorities, except that Eustathius reported a variant d^i- 
/3/30Tijs. The passage is of cardinal importance both for the 
question of armor and for the analysis of the Ato^Sous dpi- 
oreia. Robert saw that the worse attested reading d/i</>t/?poTiys 
was so superior intrinsically that it was entitled to preference. 
Five years later (1906) Grenfell and Hunt published a papyrus 
(P. Hibeh 20) which they date circa b. c. 280-240, and which 
contains a few letters from each line of E 796-803. In v. 797 
only ]HC[ is preserved but the position of the letters renders 
it certain that the papyrus read a^ppoT-q^ and the editors so 
restored it, though apparently without realizing the impor- 
tance of the variant. 1 At present d^i^pdnys is the better 
attested reading, though it does not yet enjoy the fascinating 
power which comes only from being printed in the text of an 
edition. And so Drerup, Das fiinfte Buch der Ilias, Pader- 
born, 1913, p. 309, can put forward a hypothesis of a peculiar 
poetic technique, in virtue of which the poet treats arbitrarily 
the weapons of his heroes, changing or ignoring them at will ; 
and then add a footnote: "Audi hiernach lage kein Grund 
vor, mit Robert, Studien zur Ilias, S. 177, die Ueberlieferung 

1 If anyone is inclined to brush this evidence away with the state- 
ment that the papyrus is too mutilated to prove anything, he should 
first note Ludwich's similar method (Homervulgata, p. 65) of dealing 
with Monro's restoration of 6 216^-219, and then read in P. Hib. 21, 
how Monro was justified. 
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in v. 797 cvkvkXov in djU<£i/3poT^s ( !) (nach Eustathios) su an- 
dern ". 1 To defend staunchly the tradition (cf. Drerup, p. 4) 
has its merits ; only it is well to know your tradition before 
you defend it. 

Perhaps, however, there is something more to be learned 
from this footnote of Drerup's. 

A marked tendency of recent Unitarian writing is its call 
upon reason to abdicate. That quality of a lederndes Philo- 
logentum is to be replaced by the simple faith that can move 
mountains. First a Glaubensbekentniss zu dem einen Dichter, 
then a hypothesis that he has a peculiar poetic technique, that 
he operates with souverdne Willkiirlichkeit — or some phrase 
tantamount thereto — and naturally all difficulties disappear. 
The reward promised to such believers is the revelation of a 
poetic beauty passing the understanding of critics. 

I digress to give a specimen for which we are indebted to 
Drerup. In E 37-83 we have a series of battle vignettes, 
Drerup's treatment of which, p. 97, is well worth reading. In 
addition to other artistic merits he has discovered a wonder- 
ful ' kunstvolle Variation der Todesarten '. Thus we must note 
that of the fleeing Trojans the first is struck between the 
shoulders, the second in the right shoulder, the third in the 
back (the correspondence with the first vignette is made 
exact only by the interpolation (cf. below) of v. 57, which 
Drerup himself regards as possibly interpolated), the fourth 
is struck in the right buttock, the fifth in the neck, the sixth 
has his arm hewn off. This yields a scheme a. b. a. b. c. c, 
and I can only express my admiration for the ingenuity 
necessary to recognize it. But this is far from all. The 
fourth Trojan is Phereklos, the man who built for Paris the 
ships in which he sailed to Lacedaemon, the time of his 
affair with Helen. Symmetry required him to be struck on 
the right buttock, and the spear — naturally enough as a mere 
critic might imagine — passed straight on under the bone to 
the bladder. The scholiast, however, has a keener eye for 
beauty and has not allowed this splendid example of poetic 
justice to escape him. His comment is : Kara kvotiv alaxpov 

"Ostern, Ueber die Bewaffnung in Homers Ilias, Tubingen, 1900. p. 
15, takes a similar view ; only he accuses Robert of putting d/jupifSpdrov ( !) 
in the text. 
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to rpavfia tov t^s wopvtia'i vavTryjyov ; and Drerup soberly adds 
" Dass dem Dichter solche Hintergedanken nicht fern liegen, 
werden wir unten beim Tode des Pandaros genauer erken- 
nen ". One hastens to p. 144, and learns that, as Pandaros 
had achieved his deeds of heroism with his tongue, it was 
consequently his tongue that was cut off by the spear of 
Diomedes. " Das ist die glanzendste Erfindung der ' epischen 
Ironie ' die unserm Dichter gelungen ist ". Again the scho- 
liast has blazed the way €rep.e Be tyjv y\u>aaav avrov, on lirimpK-qo-e. 
(xat on 8V avrrjs ip,eya.X.avx ei add. T sec). Drerup's reason for 
dropping the first explanation (on. eViw/jKrjo-e) is, that in the 
breach of the truce the guilty party was Athene. May it not 
be that there was a more profound, a more poetic reason ? I 
write with the greatest hesitation, rfi-q 8e tov dvSpos ryv o-o<j>iav 
iirixeipv) fiifielo-Oai, an eTri6vfiav airrj's. However guilty of perjury 
Pandaros may have been, his tongue was not the place for its 
punishment, for he might have pleaded: 17 <f>pr)v 6p.<afiox fj Si 
yXtaaa' aviofioroi. 

I return from my digression. The rationalistic criteria on 
which we have depended in the past are pronounced invalid. 
We can no longer reason from contradictions in the narrative ; 
however flagrant they may be, the hypothesis of souverdne 
Willkurlichkeit, renders them of no importance. Reasoning 
from linguistic evidence is barred by Mulder's hypothesis, cf. 
f. i., Bursian's Tahresb., 1912, p. 191 ; l reasoning from archaeo- 
logical evidence is ruled out by Drerup, ' the poet changes the 
weapons or ignores them as he chooses ' ; reasoning from topo- 
graphical evidence is pronounced by Rothe, Jahresb. des phil. 
Vereins zu Berlin XXXVI (1910), p. 354, inadmissible until 
Gruhn is convinced that Hissarlik is Troy. Gruhn, be it noted, 
is the man who thinks that the gods of Olympus are meant as 
representations of the Jews, cf. Rothe, ibid. XXXVIII (1912), 
p. 155. Reason so far as I can see has but a single refuge. 

The ability als Dichter dem Dichter nachzuempfinden be- 
fore which we are to bow down should certainly be able to 
distinguish between the words of the poet, and the blunders 

1 Mulder recognizes the existence of the problem, and he is willing to 
grapple with it. In these ways he differs from other Unitarians ; but 
the practical outcome is, that, if Mulder's hypothesis were tenable, 
the linguistic analysis of the Iliad would be a hopeless undertaking. 
Mulder undertakes none. 
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or additions of a copyist. From this point of view Drerup 
fails us signally in E 797, nor does he pronounce with the 
necessary (cf. below) definiteness against E 42 and 57, two 
interpolated lines. In the single book of which he treats these 
are the only cases in which definite external evidence permits 
the testing of his power. But that he fails in these cases is 
all the more significant, because Drerup is philologian as well 
as Nachdichter, and in his former capacity his reason should 
save his faith from such pit-falls. One may object that these 
lines are unimportant. True in one sense — the sense in which 
it made no difference to theology whether the earth or the sun 
was the center of our planetary system. 

The study of the vulgate papyri shows conclusively that a 
number of lines in our printed texts and manuscripts of the 
Iliad have been added since the year 150 b. c. The study of 
the Ptolemaic papyri indicates still greater fluctuations of the 
text. At present I shall confine my attention to the former, 
and we shall see that even two of these late additions have found 
valiant defenders. The man who interprets the Iliad as it 
stands without assuming either interpolation or lacuna, proves 
simply that his method of interpretation is unable to discrimi- 
nate between Homeric and unhomeric verses. 

The writers of papyri were, like other copyists, prone to 
error; but omissions of this sort can usually be easily de- 
tected. As such I should specify in the first place, a number 
of lines in which the temptation to haplography is more or 
less evident: A 275-6 (a«?t £ <™ . ■ ■ , M T€ <™ ....), P. Rylands 

43; B 289-90 (. . . . airovetadai, viecrOai), P. Brit. Mus. 

126; B 842 (iw . . . , twv ....), cod. Bodl. ms. Gr. class, a 1 
(P) ; E 75 (r/p«re . . . . , EvpvVvAos . . .), Ox. Pap. 223; E 126 
arpo/xov . . . . , ax^vv ....), ibid.; ® 59 (navai 8' . . . . , Tre£oi 
6' . . . .), P. Goodspeed 7; N 67 (alfa . . . , Alav), Ox. Pap. 
446; N 602-6 (Heio-av8po<s 8' .... , IleicravSpos Se ....), P. Brit. 
Mus. 732; O 442 (t»Kvii.opoi . . . . , <5s <f>a6' ....), P. Berl. 230; 

O 551 (. . . . Tpwecrm, renco-cri) , ibid.; P l6o-2 (ali/'a 

Kt . . . . , alij/d Ktv . . .), ibid. ; P 352-3 (. . . . paxtoOai, .... p.a- 
Xto-Oai), P. Berlin 9783; S 141-2 (. . . . /co'Attov, . . . ."OAu/wrov), 
P. Brit. Mus. 107; 2 350 (. . . . ^om x a ^ K V> ■ • ■ • ^" r ' «Aato>), 
P. Brit. Mus. 127; 2 459 (ko.1 . . . . , ko.1 ....), P. Brit. Mus. 
107 ; 2 508 04> ..... ttjv .... ), ibid. ; 2 537 (. . . . aAAov, 
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aAAov), P. Brit. Mus. 127; 2 609 (avruya . . . . , avrap), P. Brit. 
Mus. 107; * 63 (. . . . ipv$ei, .... ipvKci), P. Aberd. 7; O 440 * 

(ovk av . . . , rj Kal aval£as .... ), P. Brit. Mus. 128; O 519-2O 1 

(. . . Kara 6vp.6v, . . . «ai eV0AWs), ibid. No one would seriously 
advocate the omission from a recension of the vulgate of any 
of these lines, and many of them are absolutely indispensable. 
There are also certain external indications that their omission is 
accidental. Some (B 289-90, E 75, 2 141-2, 350, 459, 508, 
537, 609, Q 519-20) are added in the same papyrus which 
omits them ; some are found in other papyri, thus 2 459, 508, 
609, in P. Brit. Mus. 127. Only in three cases are these lines 
omitted by one of the MSS : N 602-6 by Mediolan. Ambros. 
p. sup. J 4, but added by the second hand; O 551 by the 
Syrian palimpsest ; 2 352-3 by Parisinus 2766. All three are 
clearly mere coincidences, the temptation to haplography 
( Ue((rav8po<; , TLeioavSpos ; Tpwecrcri, t£/c«<t<ti; pA^ecrOai, pAytaOai) 
being particularly strong. Finally we have the direct testi- 
mony of Didymus that P 161, 2 537 were read by Aristarchus, 
and the same may be inferred for 2 142 where Didymus 
mentions a reading of Zenodotus. These indications will help 
us in dealing with the omission of other verses. 

Next come a number of lines, for the omission of which no 
mechanical reason can be suggested, but which are absolutely 
indispensable for the sense : B 549, cod. Bodl. ms. Gr. class, 
a 1 (P) ; A 215, Cairo papyrus, cf. Sayce, Acad. 1894, p. 401 ; 
A 461, P. Brit. Mus. 136; P 173, P. Berl. 230; 2 132, 360, 
559, 577, P- Brit. Mus. 107; T 134, Ox. Pap. 553; * 540, P. 
Berl. 230 ; * 892, P. Brit. Mus. 128. It will be noticed, as 
significant of the habits of their writers, that of these papyri 
Berl. 230, Brit. Mus. 107, figure in the preceding list. Of 
these lines 2 132, 360, 577, * 892 are added in the margin; 
2 132, 360 are found in P. Brit. Mus. 127, and 2 559 in a 
Paris papyrus. 2 559 is also omitted by (U d ) a Breslau MS, 
but it is the only case of the sort. For P 173 we may infer 
that it was in the edition of Aristarchus, as Didymus cites the 
reading of Zenodotus. 2 360 also stood in the text of Aris- 
tarchus, if he athetized 356-68, cf. Roemer, in Belzner's Horn. 
Probl. 174 n. 

More doubtful, but probably accidental, are the following 
omissions : A 178, P. Berl. 9813, the line would be regretted 

1 Partly due to the distraction of beginning a new column. 
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and there is no evidence in corroboration of its omission; 
B 532, P. Tebt. 265, the line could be spared, but all other 
authorities have it, Didymus cites the reading of Zenodotus ; 
£1 119, P. Brit. Mus. 128, the line could easily be spared, but 
there is no other evidence against it; Si 344, P. Brit. Mus. 
114; the verse, while not indispensable, is highly desirable, 
there is no other evidence against it, and on the contrary 
readings both of Aristarchus and al koivo.1 are cited by Didy- 
mus. The most difficult cases are * 626 ( for which, cf . below ) , 
and the omission of N 46 in P. Brit. Mus. 732. The latter 
may easily be due (as the editors believe) to haplography 
(AiavTc. . . . , Aiavre . . .) ; it is added in the margin; it occurs 
in the Paris papyrus ; and its omission by the first hand of (F z ) 
a Laurentian MS is undoubtedly a mere coincidence. All this 
points to an accidental omission, but the meaning of the line 
connects it with a peculiar group of intentional omissions to 
be mentioned later. 

As a mere blunder I should regard the addition of B 798* = 
r 185 in Ox. Pap. 20. This is the only line found in a papy- 
rus later than 150 b. c. (excepting of course the four akin to 
the Ptolemaic papyri) which is foreign to our vulgate. 1 Its 
presence is due to the fact that B 798 and T 184 resemble each 
other, and that T 184 was, according to Aristonicus (cf. AHT. 
II, p. 227), cited to illustrate B 798. 

The other instances of omitted lines in the papyri stand on 
a very different footing. 

In the first place there is a group of lines which formally 
introduce speeches, after a verb implying speaking has already 
been employed. 

r 318 f. Xaoi 8' i/pTjaavTo, $eo!<ri Si x«P as Max *' 
wSe Se tis elire<rKCi> 'Axaiav re Tpthwv re 

319 om. P. Bed. 263. 

T 386 ff. ypvi 8e iuv etKvla iraKaiyevh irpoaUiirev 
e.lpoK6pup, *j oi AaKeSal/wvi vaieTaoxry 
1\aKV.v e'ipia (ca\d, naKiara 54 /iiv <pi\U(7Ke' 
t# p.iv ectaa/iivri vpoae<pavee SV 'A<ppo5lT-q. 

389. om. P. Tebt. 427. 

1 There is also a meagre possibility that Ox. Pap. 949 had a different 
version of K 446. 
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Similar examples are A 369, Ox. Pap. 753 ; N 46, 480, P. 
Brit. Mus. 732; P 219, P. Berl. 230; P 326, P. Berl. 9783. 
Haplography could be invoked only in the cases of A 369 
(ko.1 . . . . , kcu ....), and N 46 (alij/a . . . . , Aiavre ....), where 
it may serve to explain the omission of these lines by the first 
hands of A and F z respectively. With these exceptions P 219, 
omitted by S^TY^EY' (Eust.) added in margin S 2 P and 
marked with a sign ' in A, is the only line for which our MSS 
show any disturbance; N 46 being found even in a Paris 
papyrus. There is however a scholium on N 480 Iv irokkolt oi 
<t>eptrai. The group which forms almost one-fifth of the whole 
number of intentionally omitted lines cannot possibly be the 
result of accident. That is the writers of these papyri did 
not independently prune the vulgate text in the same fashion. 
The contrast with the other intentionally omitted lines is also 
marked by the fact that the latter are regularly omitted by a 
considerable portion of the MSS, while the omission of these 
lines finds quite as regularly no reflection in the manuscripts. 
It seems to me that there are three hypotheses between which 
we must choose: 1) Our MSS have a common archetype 
later than the vulgate edition of 150 b. c. in which these inter- 
polations were made; 2) Our MSS reproduce faithfully this 
vulgate, while these papyri represent a critically revised vul- 
gate edition; 3) The lines were absent from the first vulgate 
edition, they were soon interpolated in some MSS, and have 
spread until by the time our MSS begin they had become 
universal. Of these hypotheses the last seems to me the most 
probable. In its support I may note that T 389 is omitted by 
the Ptolemaic papyrus Hibeh 20 ; this being the only one of 
the lines covered by a Ptolemaic fragment. Furthermore 
there seems to be no proof that any of these lines was read by 
Aristarchus. Now quite on a par with this group is the 
passage : 

3" 71 ff. a&rap i t% erepj; /lev e\wi> iWiaaero yoivwv, 
Tjj 5' tripx) ix ev &VX 0S a-Kaxiiivov ouSe /xediei' 
KaL [xiv (puvr/ffais %irea irrepoefTa TrptxrqvSa. 

The note of Didymus to the last line is : tovtov Trpoo-ndeaat 
nves, oi Kpepo/jtvov iv Tats ' ApKrTapxov. What Didymus tells us 
of this line is, I believe, true of the whole group of similar 
lines. 
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The remaining cases of omitted lines present four charac- 
teristics in common: i) With a single exception these lines 
can always be dispensed with, generally to the improvement of 
the text; 2) These lines are omitted by all the papyri cover- 
ing the passage; 3) These lines (except the doubtful case of 
* 626) are omitted by a considerable portion of the MSS, 
especially by the older ones; 4) None of the lines can be 
proved to be Aristarchean, while some are known to have 
been absent from his text. From these facts the conclusion 
must be drawn that these lines were originally foreign to the 
vulgate and to the edition of Aristarchus. They were inter- 
polated in some MSS and spread owing to the tendency of 
the tradition (cf. Allen, loc. cit.) to assimilate in its later 
stages. Frequently we can see this taking place as the lines 
are added in the margins of MSS in which they were lacking. 

The examples are : 1 

A 265. Qrjaia r' Aiyei&riv, eirietice\ov aBavaroiei. 

Omitted by P. Rylands 43, and Ox. Pap. 537. The line is 
omitted by ASBMDF r GJD d LH b EW b XX c Z, by the first hand 
of D c HTWY b Q b E s U a X b in which it is added by a second 
hand. It is = Hes. sc. 182 and is quoted as Homeric by Dio 
Chrys 2 . 57. 1, Paus. 10. 29. 10, and is read by FPyE c P d U<YY c Z » 
There is no proof (cf. Ludwich, AHT. II. 397 n.) that the 
line was Aristarchean. It is omitted by Ludwich. The line 
is accepted without hesitation by Scott, Athenian Interpola- 
tions, Class. Phil. VI, p. 426; Shewan, The Lay of Dolon, 
p. 160 n., rejoices over its defence by Friedlander, Herakles, 
Phil. Unt. XIX, pp. 166-76, which is far from being such a 
' defence ' 3 as Shewan should want. Mr. Lang is wiser, cf . 
The World of Homer, p. 16 n. and the index s. v. Theseus. 

B 166 flf. & i<par' - otid' awi6ii<re Bed, yXavKwirts 'Aflfjj-i;, 
firi Se kclt' O6\ti/J.irou> Kapr/vav dt'fatra. 
KapiraXifuas 5' ticave Ooas iirl vijas 'A%a.iwv. 
e5pev iireir' 'OSvaija kt€. 

'I cite the readings of the MSS from Ludwich's commentary, to 
which I am also indebted for the readings of three papyri, P. Brit. 
Mus. 107, 114, cod. Bodl. MS Gr. Class, a. 1 (P). 

2 Dio's comments contain, however, no allusion to Theseus. 

3 Friedlaender's idea, which goes back to Wilamowitz-Mollendorff, 
Horn. Unt., p. 260, n. 23, is that Theseus is originally not Athenian but 
Thessalian. 
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Verse 168 ( = B 17) is omitted by P. Brit. Mus. 126 and 
probably by the Bodleian papyrus. It is omitted also by 
ABMGJQ b E and by the first hands of SD b TU b N a E s U a X b X c in 
which it is added by a second or third hand ; it is found in 
D c FF r HY b H b PX. There is no evidence that the verse was 
Aristarchean. It is omitted by Ludwich, and one should com- 
pare his note AHT. II. 479. 

B 204 ff. ciJ Kotpavos icroi, 

els fSa<ri\eis, (fi daice Kpovov irdis ayKv\ofi^Tea 
iTKijirTp6i> t' 7)5e Si/uaras, tva aipiai /3a<ri\ei5fl. 

The last verse (wl 99) is omitted by P. Tebt. 4, P. Brit. Mus. 
126, and probably by the Bodleian papyrus. It is omitted also 
by ASBMD b DGHTLN a QX b X c ZZP and by the first hands of 
D b JP x EfCED c FF r JU b Y b PU a XY * in which it is added by the 
second hands. It is quoted by Dio Chrys. 1. n with the 
variant /SouAeugow which is closer to I 99, and is found in 
D c FF r WU b Y b H b PG b E<=UU a U c XY. 1 Two MSS C b E desig- 
nate it as cttixos voOos. Eustathius did not know it (cf. 203, 
18). There is no evidence that the line was Aristarchean; it 
is omitted by Ludwich. 

B 557 f. Afaj 8' ck ZaXa/ueos a-yey dvoKaidena vijas. 

ffrrjce 5' ayotf lv y ' Adrjvalojv ttnavTO tpakayyes' 

The second verse is omitted by P. Tebt. 265 and the Bodleian 
papyrus. It is also omitted by ADF r GU b E s Y and by the first 
hands of D c FHKY b F h C in which it is added by the second 
hands ; it occurs in BMF c JF b F d FPH b PF z U a U c X. It is cited 
by Aristot. rhet. I I375 b , 28, while the story of its interpolation 
by Solon or Peisistratos is given by Strabo IX 394, Plut. Sol. 
10; Diog. La. 1. 48. Quintilian 5. 11. 40 says that it was not 
found in all editions ; and Aristonicus, at V 230, says : -rrapai- 
TrjTtov Ikuvov tov (tti^ov tov Iv to KaToXoyia V7TO twidv ypcK^o/itevov. 
The verse has long been a battle ground of the critics ; for 
my present purpose it is sufficient to point out that it was not 
in the edition of Aristarchus nor in the vulgate edition, a 
conclusion which is in agreement with Ludwich, AHT. II. 
395 ff. Ludwich prints the line in small type. It would be 
well therefore to prove that the poet wrote the verse before 
asserting with Scott, op. cit, p. 424 " that he had the same 

'There seems to be confusion in these statements of Ludwich's. 
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idea when he pictured the Epipolesis, the Teichomachia, and 
the fighting between Hector and Ajax at the ships ". 

A 193 ff. Ta\0i5/3i', Stti T&xwra Maxdora Sevpo KaXeaaov 

0Wt' 'AvkXtJTTIOV Vi6v, afJLVfJLOl'OS iTjrijpos, 

o(ppa 15-q MeviKaov 'Apyiov, 'Arpeos vi6i>, 
6v tis 6i<TTei<ras tfiahev, t6(uv £i> elSds, 
Tpiatav $ Aviciatv, ry fiky /cXeos, &/j,fju 5e irevdos. 

The last two lines ( = A 206-7) are omitted by Ox. Pap. 544, 
and by the Cairo papyrus. 1 They are also omitted by SY b , 
and the first hands of DN a ; J omits line 197. The Venetus 
has the following note of Aristonicus to v. 195 : 6 aoTtpioicos 
teal 6 6f$t\6s, on vvv Tra/oe'Ajcei. This was rewritten by Fried- 
lander in the plural so as to refer to 195-7, it being evident 
that 195 alone cannot be dropped. Ludwich, AHT. 1. 246 
apparently, and Roemer, Aristarchs Athetesen, p. 272 ex- 
plicitly approve this change. This in spite of the fact that 
the scholia BT have also the singular (referred to the wrong 
verse) ov Tre/aiTTOS ovv 6 ctti^os to " ov tis 6i<7Ttvuas " /tijUov/tevos to 
ij6os twv TtTapayiUvuiv? which Roemer again rewrites. The 
evidence I am presenting points to a much simpler conclusion ; 
vv. 196-7 were not in the edition of Aristarchus. Ludwich 
prints 195-7 i n small type. 

E 40 ff. irpoirw yap BTpe<p6ivTi /leTaQpevqi ev S6pv irijl-ev 
H/iap /leaarfyis, Sia 5c ari)0ea<j>iv tKaaat. 
dotiirrjffei' 5k ireo&v, dpd^tjae 5i Te&x € ' ^ 7^, atfry. 

The last verse ( = A 504) is omitted by Ox. Pap. 223, and also 
by ABM and the first hands of TEX b in which it is added by 
the second hands. It is found in the rest of Ludwich's MSS. 
There is no evidence that it is Aristarchean. Ludwich prints 
it in small type. Drerup, p. 97 n., regards it as possibly inter- 
polated. 

E 56 ff. fi€Ta(f>pevov oSrave dovpi 

&/Aiav /j.e<jffT)yfo, did 5k ffTydeatpiv %\affffev. 
tfpnre 5k irpijnjs, dp&firioe 5k Tei%e' i*' o.vt<?. 

Verse 57 ( = E 41 ) is omitted by Ox. Pap. 223, and also by 
BLX b and the first hands of ASMT(K?)N b in which it is 

1 Fortune has dealt unkindly with us, inasmuch as P. Aberd. 3 begins 
with A 199, while A 193-7 are missing from P. Brit. Mus. 136. 

2 Such is the form quoted by Roemer; according to Dindorf the 
reference to 195 is correct in B, 
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added by the second hands. It stands in the rest of Ludwich's 
MSS. There is no evidence that it was Aristarchean. Lud- 
wich prints it in small type, and Drerup, p. 97, concedes the 
possibility of its omission. 

9 5 f * k^k\vtc fiev, irdpres re deol iraaai re Oeaivai 
h<pp' elirw, t& ixt 0vfibs ivl ariiBeaai Ke\evei. 

The second formulaic verse is omitted by P. Goodspeed 7, and 
by AP X and the first hand of S ; it is added by the third hand 
of S, and is found in BM and the rest of Ludwich's MSS. 
There is no proof that it was in the edition of Aristarchus. 
Ludwich prints it in small type. 

N 255 ff. 'ISofievev, Kpijrwi' (3ov\ij<f>6pe x a ^ K0 X iTt ^ I ' a "'* 

ipxopiai, 6i rl toi ?7x os t vi <c\iffigfft XeXeurrai, 
oladtievos' 

The first line is omitted in P. Brit. Mus. 732, and P. Berl. 46, 
it is also omitted by 2AB and the first hands of SMTK ; it is 
added by the second or third hands of these MSS, and is 
found in D b DHJD d Y b H b PFzXYZZpP<=. S 3 adds it also (266 a ) 
at the beginning of the next speech of Meriones, and Eusta- 
thius has it in the latter but not in the former place. A 
scholium in T to 254 reads : lv tictl /tera tovtov <peperai 'iSo/xerai 
ktX. Ludwich comments, AHT. 1. 353: "Riihrt das Scholion 
aus den Kreisen der Aristarcheer her, so muss der Vers u. A. 
in Aristarchs Text gefehlt haben : s. Einl., § 42 ". There is 
now no reason to doubt this fact, and the source of the note 
may well be Didymus. Ludwich omits the line. 

N 315 f. of ixiv aSr)v eXooxri ko! iaaiiievov toXc/ioio, 

"E/CTopa Upia/xidrjv, el ko.1 fi&Xa Kdprepds i<rriv. 

The second verse is omitted by P. Brit. Mus. 732 and Ox. 
Pap. 769 (P. Berl. 46 unfortunately is not available for this 
line), and also by ABM and the first hands of ST; it is 
added by S 3 T 2 and stands in D b DHJD d KU b Y b LH b PF z XYZZP. 
Eustathius seems the earliest authority for the line, which is 
printed by Ludwich in small type. 

S 267 ff. dW id', e'7<!> Si k{ toi Xaplrwv p.lap dirXorepdav 
ddicrw iirvUfievai xal a^v kckXtjo-Scu &koitiv 
Ilao-idiriy, fy alep l/ielpeai tf/iara Trdvra. 

The last line (c/3 276) is omitted by Ox. Pap. 551; P. Brit. 
Mus. 732; it is also omitted by SABDGTKY b LH b Q b E b F z U 
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and by the first hands of SM. It is added by S S M 2 and is 
found in D b HJU b PCE c U d XYZ. It is not even certain that 
Eustathius had the verse. Contrast the unanimity with which 
276 is presented to us. Ludwich omits the verse. Scholiast 
B at 276 declares that Hera intentionally avoided (269) 
specifying the name of the Charis to be given to Hypnos. 

S 419 f. X e 'pbs 8' iKpdKev iyx°s> *t' o,vt<j> 8' aaith katpBri 

Kal K&pvs, d/iQl Si oi ftp&x* revxea iroucfKa xoXkv. 

The second line is omitted by P. Brit. Mus. 732 and also by 
© and the first hand of A. It is added by A 2 and stands in 
the rest of Ludwich's MSS. Eustathius had the line but there 
is no evidence to connect it with Aristarchus. Ludwich prints 
it in small type. 

O 480 f. Kparl 8' eir' l<p0lp.<? KVviijV eirvKTOP $0riKev 
tirirovptp' Seiv&v Si \6<pot Ka0iirep0ei> ivevev. 

The second line ( = T 337 etc.) is omitted by P. Berl. 230, 
also by AD b NGHJTY b LH b PE"C b F^O b Q d RU d YZZP and by 
E c together with the two preceding lines. It is found in 
SBMU b X. There is no evidence to connect it with Aris- 
tarchus. Ludwich omits the line. 

561 ff. <5 <t>t\oi, Avipes lore Kal alSw 0i<r0' ivl 0vp.<f 
dXXijXovs t' alSeiaBe (caret Kparepis va/ihas. 
alSofiivtav dvSpwv ttXcopcs aooi i/i TreQavTCii. 

The second line is omitted by P. Berl. 230, and also by 
NTPUYZ and the first hands of SU b C; it is added by 
S 3 U b2 C 2 and stands in the rest of Ludwich's MSS including 
A and Zp. Eustathius is the oldest authority for the verse. 
Ludwich does not discriminate against it. 

II 611 ff. rh S' i£6iri0er S6pv p.a,Kpi>v 

oSSei ivi<rKifi<p0r), iwl S' oiplaxos Tre\ep.lx0V 
£yx e0s ' iv0a S' tiretr' &<pUi /livos 8/Spijnos "Apijs. 
atx^ 8' Aiyeiao KpaSaipoptvi) Kara 70/175 
VX £T '. ^' r£ ' P' aXioc (TTifiapijs &irb x £ 'P^ s ipovaev. 

The last two verses (=N 504 f.) are omitted in P. Greco- 
Egizii II. 110, and also by ABMNGTU b LH b PE b F z UU d ZZp, 
and the first hands of SHY b . They are added by S 3 H 2 Y b2 , 
and are found in JE C XYY C . Not even Eustathius knows the 
lines, which are omitted by Ludwich. There is a scholium of 
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Didymus to V. 613 : Iv rfj irepq tu>v 'Apurrap^ov ovk e<j>epero KaOd- 
ira£' iv Be ry Bevrepa oyStAos avrw irapeneiTO, which is perfectly 
credible. It recalls A 195 ff. 

2 198 ff. d\\' avrws eirl Ta<ppov l&v tpueaai if>avr)Si 
at Ke a' virodeiaavres dTroo'xwj'TCU voXefioto 
Tpwes, Avairvevauai 8' 'Apjjioi vies 'Ax ai ^ v 
reip6p.epoi' &\L~/r\ W r' avairvevais woXe/ioio. 

The last two verses ( = A 800 ff., II 42 ff.) are omitted by the 
Harris papyrus (P. Brit. Mus. 107) and probably by P. Brit. 
Mus. 127. The reason for the last statement is that the 
papyrus has t in the margin opposite line 505, while before 
line 100 5. is correctly placed. Ordinarily such stichometric 
marks are not entitled to much credence, but in the present 
case we find in the Harris papyrus exactly 5 of these inten- 
tionally omitted lines (200-1, 381, 427, 441) each of which 
stood in a portion of pap. 127 that is now lost. In view of 
the regularity with which the papyri agree in this respect it is 
probable that the numbering in pap. 127 is correct and the lines 
(which differ from those suggested by Kenyon, p. 98) were 
actually missing. The lines here are omitted also by 2NJ, 
but are found in A and most of Ludwich's MSS. That the 
omission — which might easily be ascribed to haplography — is 
really intentional, and that the lines are late intruders is 
shown by the fact that they come in singly ; line 201 being 
omitted also by SD b TCE c Q d RZZP and the first hand of Y. 
Eustathius is the oldest authority for the lines, or at least the 
first one. Ludwich prints them in small type. 

2 426 f. avda, '6 ti <ppoveeis' reXeaai Si /ie Sv/iot &vur/ev 
ei biva/xat T€\e<rai ye /cat el TereXearfievoy eari. 

The second line is omitted by the Harris papyrus and prob- 
ably by P. Brit. Mus. 127 ; also by SG and the first hand of 
H. It is added by H 2 and is found in A and the bulk of Lud- 
wich's manuscripts. There is no evidence to connect it with 
any ancient authority; the intramarginal scholium av<ayev~\ iv 
aXXw avwyei being of doubtful provenance. 

2 44O f. rip 8' oi% viroSeiopMi airis 

oiicaSe voaT-qaavTU., Si/xov IljjX^ioy elaia. 

The second line is omitted by the Harris Papyrus and pre- 
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sumably by P. Brit. Mus. 127. G is the only MS to omit it, 
but we have a scholium: ev runv ov Keirai A', the age and 
source of which is doubtful. Ludwich prints the line in ordi- 
nary type. 

2 604 f. Tepw6iievoi' [/lera 84 aipiv epJXircro 6eios doiSds 
<popp.i$wv'\ Soiui 8e Kv^iffTTjTrjpe Kar' airoiis. 

The bracketed words are not found in the Harris papyrus nor 
in P. Brit. Mus. 127 nor in any manuscript. They were intro- 
duced into the text by Wolf from Athen. i8i d who says that 
they were cut out by Aristarchus. The question is discussed 
by Ludwich, AHT. 1, 439, who declares " ein besserer Bericht- 
erstatter wiirde gesagt haben : athetirte ". The last assertion 
is undoubtedly wrong, Athenaeus meant that the words were 
not in the text of Aristarchus ; their absence from the papyri 
and the manuscript, shows that they were not in the vulgate. 
The further question of whether they were in earlier texts or 
not, and, if so, of Aristarchus' reasons for rejecting them, do 
not concern us at present. The words are omitted by Ludwich. 

X 120 ji.ii ti KaraKpiij/eiv, &X\' S.vSix a vavra Sao-aoSaC 
KTT\aiv, io-qv WToXUBpov iirtiparov epros iepyci. 

The last verse ( in 2 512) is omitted by Ox. Pap. 558, and also 
by ASHZp. It is found in BMNJU b Y b LH b PXYZ. Eusta- 
thius is the oldest authority for the verse ; Ludwich omits it. 

*■ 564 f. 8 8' VX CT0 KOt ' "' ^ei/cec. 

"Evfi^Xtp d' ev x e P&i ridei' 8 8k Se^aro x a tp wy . 

The second verse is omitted by P. Brit. Mus. 128 ; and also by 
2ABMHTPU and in the text of U b YZP. It is added in the 
margin of these three MSS, and stands in SNGJY b H b Q b X 
Y C Z. Eustathius is the oldest authority for the line, which 
Ludwich omits. 

■^ 626 f. val 8ij ravrd ye irdcra, t4kos, Kara /xolpav letTrcs' 
oil yap ?t' Hp-weSa yvia, 0i'Xos, 7T<58es, kt\. 

The first line is omitted by P. Brit. Mus. 128, but added at the 
top of the column. This looks like a pure accident and the 
line is not omitted by any manuscript. On the other hand is 
the fact that according to Aristonicus the line was not in the 
edition of Aristarchus. It is possible that it was an exceed- 
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ingly early and successful intruder. Ludwich prints it in 
small type. 

"ir 802 ff. avSpe Siw nepl TtavSe Ke\evop.ev, & irep apiara, 
revxea iaeaiUvw, ra/iealxpoa xoXkAc e\6vre, 
aXXr/Kav wpow&poiOev ip,l\ov weipriOijvcu. 

The last verse is omitted by P. Brit. Mus. 128, and also by 
SP x UU d and the first hands of AGT. It is added in the 
margin of these MSS by the second hands, and stands 
in the bulk of Ludwich's MSS, BMN included. The line, 
however, cf. AHT. 1, 403, was unknown to the Alexan- 
drian critics ; Eustathius passes over it in his commentary. 
Ludwich prints it in small type. 

* 862 ff. airUa 8' Uiv 

7JK£i> ewiKparews, oi 8' i)ite'CKi\<sev &ya,KTi 
apviv irpttiToyovwv pi£eiv Kkeiriiv ckcito/j/Jijj'. 

The last verse (= 873, A 102) is omitted by P. Brit. Mus. 128, 
and also by 2SNT (note also that B 2 seems to have used a 
MS in which this verse was lacking, cf. Ludwich at 866). 
The verse stands in the bulk of the MSS including A; the 
oldest authority for it is Eustathius. Ludwich prints it in 
small type. 

555 ff. <rii Si Siiat Ziroipa 

iroWa, to. toi tpipo/xev' ai> Se ravS' dirovaio, ko.1 $\8ois 
cijv es irarplSa yaiav, eirei fie irpioTOV &x<nx$ 
airov re ^toeiv ical bpav $<Los iJeX/oio. 

The last verse is omitted by the Bankes Papyrus (P. Brit. Mus. 
114), but added in the margin by a second hand. It is also 
omitted by STP x Y b LU d ZP, and by the first hand of G. It is 
added by the second hand of G, and stands in A (with the 
gloss A r : ovtos 6 CTTt^os ovx evpiOri iv t<5 7raA.a«2) BM and the 
bulk of Ludwich's manuscripts. The verse was not even 
known to Eustathius, who, like Didymus, puzzles over the 
meaning of taeras. Ludwich omits the line. It is unfortunate 
that we are deprived of the testimony of P. Brit. Mus. 128 at 
this point. 

O 692 f. &Xh' ire Si] itbpov l£ov evpoeios irorafiolo 

l £ t avOov SivqevTOS, ftv ddavtxros reicero Zevs. 

The second line (=E 434, $ 2) is omitted by the Bankes 
Papyrus and P. Brit. Mus. 128 ; also by ASNGJTE b and the 
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first hand of Y. It is added in the margin of Y by a second 
hand, and stands in BMD c HY b H b PXZZP. Eustathius does 
not comment on 11. 688-696, and our line has no older au- 
thority. It is omitted by Ludwich. 

£2 789 ff- T7J;t«>s dip' &n<f>l Trvpty k\vtov "Eicropos iypero \a6s. 
aiiT&p iirel p' rjyepdev dfnjyepies re yevovro, 
■npuTov likv Kara ttvpKairiv afiioav ktX. 

The second of these lines is omitted by the Bankes papyrus 
(P. Brit. Mus. 128 stops before this) and also by AD c TY b L 
H"UU d YZZP. It is found in SBMNHJU b E*PE b XY<=. Eusta- 
thius' commentary passes from Opaavv (786) to kdpvaKa (795). 
The line is omitted by Ludwich. 

If one looks back over this list of 27 passages, he must be 
impressed by the solidarity of the papyrus testimony. It 
wavers only at two points, the addition of * 626 and O 558 by 
second hands, the date of which is not stated. This points to 
an intrusion, though an early one of these lines, as they may 
well come from some source other than the MS from which 
the papyrus was copied. The majuscule MSS (for ©, cf. 
H 420 ; for 5, N 255, B 269, 5 200-1, 427, * 565, 864) when- 
ever cited by Ludwich are in agreement with the papyri. The 
oldest minuscule MS A is opposed to the papyri eight times, 1 
but twice (2 441, O 558) with glosses that confirm their 
testimony; while in three other cases (2 200-1,427, * 864) it 
thus puts itself also into opposition with the Syrian palim- 
psest. This united testimony is too strong to be disregarded ; 
and, if we ever get a recension of the vulgate as it existed 
about 150 b. c. these lines must disappear. 

My belief that all these lines are non-Aristarchean may 
appear more doubtful. But we have found 36 cases of lines 
accidentally omitted for seven (B 532, P 160-2, 173, 2 141-2, 
360, 537, O 344) of which we can prove more or less posi- 
tively their presence in the edition of Aristarchus. Even if 
we set aside the four doubtful cases, the figures (32-5) will 
not be seriously altered. This shows what might be expected 
from a random selection of thirty-odd lines. The 27 passages 

'A 196-7, 562, 2 200-1, 427, 441, * 626, 864, U 558; not counting of 
course E 57, S 420, * 804, where the line is added by the second hand. 
Is it significant that the opposition in 2 is practically complete? 
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just discussed, and the 7 introductions of speeches, make 34 
intentionally omitted lines. For not one is there the slightest 
indication that it was by Aristarchus ; x while on the contrary, 
there are 5 passages B 558. A 196-7. N 255. 2 604/5. *626 
for which there is positive proof that they are non-Aris- 
tarchean, besides others in which the silence of the scholia 
and even Eustathius is eloquent. 

These facts have their bearing also on the treatment of 
Homeric papyri. It has been the custom, when it could be 
proved that a papyrus lacked a certain number of verses 
between certain points, to suppose that these were most likely 
verses athetised by Aristarchus. For instance Kenyon, Class. 
Texts, p. 100 after noting the numerals opposite * 502, 604, 
705, 805, says: "The two (lines) missing before 1. 502 were 
probably either 11. 92 and 701 (1. 471) or 11. 405, 6 all of which 
were athetised by Aristarchus ; 1. 565 was certainly omitted, 
but no other has dropped out between 11. 502 and 604, so the 
numeration is either wrong or else is taken from a MS which 
omitted also 1. 581 (athetised by Aristarchus) ". The inad- 
missibility of such inferences is now clear. Verses athetised 
by Aristarchus will appear — barring haplography and similar 
accidents — regularly in our papyri. The verses to suspect are 
those known to have been absent from his edition, or those 
which may not have been in his edition and are absent from 
other papyri or our manuscripts. 

There remains one exceptional passage. 

2 380 ft. 80p' 6 ye ravr' eiroveiro IdviTj&i irpairiHeofft, 
T(S0pa oi iyyvffev ij\f)e 8e&, Gins dpyvp6ire^a. 
t^]V 5e tde KTe. 

The second line is omitted by the Harris papyrus (and its 
omission perhaps implied by the numeration of P. Brit. Mus. 
127). That this is not an accident is shown by the omission 
of the line in NGYp and the first hands of ASU b ; it is added 
by the second hands of these three MSS (with a gloss : iv a\Xv> 
Kal oiros evpeOt], airicrrpairTO 8i A r ), and is found in the rest of 
Ludwich's MSS. Nevertheless the line is absolutely neces- 

1 Unless it be sch. 2 441 Sfe now oi Kelrai A' ; which, however, may be 
not ancient, but on a line with sch. fi 558 oStos & orixos oix cipefli; ec rif 
ira\aiifi Ar. Ludwich ascribes both hesitatingly to Didymus. 
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sary. 1 The most probable hypothesis seems to me that we 
have a case of haplography in a common ancestor of these 
MSS, and that brings us very close to a single archetype. 2 



The above was sent to the printer before I came upon the 
article, Iliaspapyrus P. Morgan, by Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 
and G. Plaumann in the Sitz. Ber. d. kgl. preuss. Akad. d. Wiss. 
1912, pp. 1 198-1219. The account of this remarkable volume — 
part ( A-II) of a cheap edition of the Iliad published about 300 
a. d. — gives an excellent opportunity for testing the opinions 
I have advanced, and I think confirms them. Lines, the omis- 
sion of which I have classed as accidental (N 67. 602-6. O 444. 
551), all occur in the Morgan papyrus. The superfluous 
formulae for the introduction of speeches (N 46. 480) are not 
omitted ; but I have already indicated that these were to be 
considered extremely early interpolations. Of six lines which 
I regarded as absent from the archetype, five (N 255. 316. 
H 269. 420. O 481 ) are omitted also by this papyrus. The 
remaining line, O 562, is misplaced (standing after 530), 
which shows that it was not in the text, but in the margin of 
the manuscript from which this book was copied. The case 
is therefore parallel to those of * 626. Q 558. 

My forecast — cf. above — of the sort of line that would not 
appear in a papyrus is also confirmed by the absence of the 
following lines. A 543 Zeus yap 01 vcptcraO' , or' d/teivon <£«m 
lw,xoiro, — brought into our printed texts from Aristot. rhet. II 
9, p. 1387" 35, Plut. de poet. aud. 24°, 36 s , and foreign to all 
our manuscript tradition. The line is omitted by Ludwich and 
consequently by Ox. Pap. 550. N 731 3 aXkm 8' opxtprrov, irepio 
KiOapiv Kal aoiBrjv — the verse was read by Zenodotus (cf. schol. 
T. and Eust. 957. 10) but was ignored by Aristarchus and 
Aristonicus (at A 420), it is omitted by AS^ME^TP^ZZp, it 

'That is if 1. 380 is to stand. Scholia to both 380-1 are lacking and 
Eustathius does not comment on them. 

2 As an indication of a single archetype might be considered also the 
absence in all MSS of 8 216=*, which seems to me rather a defect, 

3 This and the two following fall within the great gap N 675-S 120 of 
pap. 732 of the British Museum. 
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is added with iv dXXw A r and in margin S 3 H 2 P 2 , and stands in 
D b DJD d KP x U b Y b LCC b E c F z O b UXYY c . N 749 airUa 8' i£ 
6xio>v <tvv rtvxt<nv aX.ro x<*M"£ £ omitted by A 1 !} 1 !!* 1 , is added in 
margin by A 2 H 2 and stands in the text of the other manu- 
scripts including SBM. There is no proof that it was known 
to Aristarchus, or even to Eustathius. Ludwich prints it in 
small type. H ^O Vtovv/wous aizoXiaOai air' *Apyeos ev6db" 'A^aiovs 
(=Mpo), omitted by Ludwich, following A^BJVPDKU 151 
Y bl H b Y c ; it is added in the margin by A*M 2 U b2 Y b2 , and 
stands in the text of D b GHJTPXYZ. It is omitted by Eus- 
tathius, and there is no evidence to connect it with Aristarchus. 
The other omissions are clearly on a different footing ; they 
vary from book to book in such a fashion that they should be 
ascribed not to the writer but to his sources. In A lines 195- 
209. 265-8. 313. 331. 369. 503. 535. 560. 595. 735 are omitted, 
but supplied (except 195-209) by a second hand. This is 
pure carelessness : that the omission of 313 (due to passing 
from one column to another) was not intended is guaranteed 
by 3i6 a ; no one would advocate dropping 503 or 595, while 
the omission of the others cannot even be considered. In M 
the omissions, 51. 378. 404. 418-9 (haplography as also in Q 1 ). 
426-8.431.439.448-50. 458, are of the same character; but 
the corrector has stopped adding lines. Only the omission of 
458 could be considered, and that has nothing to recommend 
it. In N such omissions, 178. 230. 241. 347. 501. 596-7 are 
rarer; only the last could be considered, and it is obviously 
due to haplography. Carelessness in the transposition and 
repetition of lines (cf. notes to 14. 382. 439. 705. 794) is 
manifest only in II and this book. In H the omissions are 
still fewer, 12. 182-3. 229. 401 ; and, what is more remarkable, 
every one is possible, though not desirable. That line 12 is 
omitted by P x might be considered a mere coincidence, but cf. 
below on O 578 and II 154. Otherwise the omissions receive 
no support from our manuscripts ; while, on the contrary, we 
have papyrus and majuscule testimony in behalf of the other 
lines, and for 229 a reading of Aristarchus. It looks then as 
if this text went back to a critically revised edition of the 
vulgate, in support of which may be noted the presence of 
plus verses in the other books. In O but three lines are 
missing; 68 which could possibly be spared, 454. 704 which 
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are indispensable. The manuscript now shows a new charac- 
teristic ; verses added in the source at the head or foot of a 
column are copied in their new order, regardless of the non- 
sense that results. Thus 113 stands after 94, 562 after 530, 
578 after 570; a greater but clearly mechanical dislocation is 
the placing of 650 after 452. Of these verses it is clear that 
113 and 650 have been dropped accidentally; and we have 
already seen that line 562 was a plus verse from the point of 
view of the vulgate. For line 578 the case is doubtful ; it is 
omitted by GHP x U bl U d , and there is no evidence that it is 
Aristarchean, but it is found in a papyrus (P. Berl. 230) of 
the fifth century. In II we are again confronted by pure 
carelessness. The omission of line 26 would be possible, 
though undesirable; while that of 154-5. 317 or 393 could not 
be considered. The dropping of lines 154-5 is due to hap- 
lography, but it is worth noting that in P x lines 153-4 are 
missing. Careless transpositions (between 41-44, 238-43) 
are also made. 

Finally the papyrus is remarkable for the presence of plus 
verses in what is clearly a vulgate text. The examples are : 
A 316 s Stoyeves AaepTiASrj, TroX-Vfir/xav' 'OSvaatv (so also T 2 E C Y C 

K 2 ), repeated also as 346 s ; H 23 i a lpx°p-zv<p pera <f>vka Ppor&v 

eV airdpova yalav (so scholiast T, reading Kara) ; O 409 ab = M 

419-20. 

My conclusions are thus quite different from those of Plau- 
mann, p. 1209, that of the plus and minus verses only A 543. 
N 749. S 231". 269 are important. 

The papyri are like the sticks in the fable; their strength 
lies in their union. 

George Melville Bolling. 

Johns Hopkins University. 



